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ABSTRACT
This paper describes a strategy for the development

of Parent-Child DevelopmentCenters (PCDCs) directly involving
parents in prescheol prograMs for children up to three years of age.
rIle five-part strategy has been implemented through: CO a proposal
phase, for three comprehensive-program centers for low-income
families and (2),a four-year Model-development, implementation and
evaluation phase, and is now in (3) a 'replication phase for programs
in newesites. Remaining phases will provide for (4) external
evaluation ok programs and (5) overall assessment of results, prior
to .wider dissemination. The three original PCDCs are described.
Birmingham and New Orleans programs, described briefly, are
center-based, with children from 2-3 months to three years of age.
The Houston PCDC is described in detail. Involving urban
Mexican-American families, the two-year program begins at the age of
one year with homebased mother and family involVement. The second
year, for two-year-olds, is center-based, with a bilingual staff.
common elements are seen in evaluations of all three centers.
(Approximately 80 to 100 experimental sutjects ana comparable numbers
of controls are involved for each center4 At the end of a program,
significant intellectual differences were found, with program
children ahead of controls lin general intelligence, language
development and conceptual usage. Signific4nt evaluation results have
been obtained with mothers, their. behavior Meeting desired goals in,
all three centers.- Houston program mothers, compared with controls,
showed more.positive: behavior and obtained higher scores related to
,the home as a learning environment. (BF)
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PARENT EDUCATION AND THE EDUCATIONALL7 DISADVANTAGED CHILD1

Dale L. Johnson
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Houston Tparen Child Development Center

In the 196 American psychologist's directed their attention

to the problems of poverty in'America and '!specially to the often

noted disparity in educational achievemenL between social class

levels. This disparity was then--and still is--one of great magni-

tude. For example, the Coleman study of EqualitV of EduAticnal
Opportunity fokind that for sixth graders, there, was a two year diff-

erence in test achievement between the highest and lowest social class

euartiles (Okadp, Cohen & Mayeske,- 1972)., This same disparity has
been found on rileasures of learning aptitude or intelligence. The

, Stanford-Binet results reported recently by Broman, NichOls and

Rennedy;(1976) for 26,000 four-year-olds are representative. For

white children, those in the lower social class cuartile were 15 IQ

points lower than those in the unPer quar-'-ile and for Black children,:

the'same comparison yielded a difiference of 10 IQ points. These are

social class differenCes of about one standard deviation and there-
fore highly significarrt in every sense of the word.

The concern of the time with improvIng,the condition of the poor

and increasing the poor child's educability led to the creation cf a

large number of special programs, among which were many intended to

pi=bvide preschool compensator-education Of these, -Head Start is

most fdmous and largest. These were prir,arv prevention efforts with

children at risk educationally-.
These compensatory educational efforts produced similar results

when evaluated.: Children who had participated scored higher than

controls at the end of the program, but, when the same children were

allowed into school the group differences tended to disappear. It

ecame annarent that continuity of enrichEd educational experience was

needed.
It Js worth noting that=in designing these programs a decision

wa.smade to havo,especially tralned teachers, professional or para-
professional, worth with the' child. The choice could have= been made

to work with thg parents of children; but it was not. Just why this

occurred is not clear, but'of course the body .of evidence on the role

of the family in determining educational achievement was less solid

th'en than now and educational gOals for children were blended, perhaps

confu!..:ed, with a desire to provide day-care so mothers ,could work.
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But the basic reason, I thin, has to do with the ideo1o4i_cal
context that psychologists and educators were immersed in at the
time. It was one of expecting that effective change would take place
only if the professional worked Hirectly with the child. This does
not preclude work in groups, it is the professional's direct line
of contact that is at issue. The child is viewed as having certain
strengths and weaknesses that are more or less enduring over time.
By working directly with that individual, the strengths could be
maximized. Tha person's embeddedness in a matrix of environmental
forces was acknowledged, but not seriously regarded. Only recently
has serious consideration been given to the person's environment as
an enduring, constant influence on his behavior. By seriously, I
mean trYing to understand the nature of this ecological. influence
and attempting to change it for the child's benefit.

Support for the idea that one can most effectively influence the
young child's learning potential by working with the parents comes
from several different sources. First, there is the fact that for
most children the most consistent, intense and pervasive'influence
in life coMes from the parents. Furthermore, it.is in the primary
socialization -setting that the family not only provides stimulation
and control, but actually defines the world for the child. We see
from the work of Bernstein and his followers (Bernstein, 19-/1) that
the family also provides the linguistic and cognitive tools:for appre-
hending the world altogether.

There is also empirical evidence supporting the family's influ-
ence. The research of Hayes and Grether (1969) and of Soar and Soar
(1969) is typical. These researchers havR-C6mPared the standing of
children of low and middle social class on their achievement scores
befOre and after summer vacation. Hiddle class children continua to
gaLn over the vacation period, but lower class children stand still
or losepoints. Achievement here is clearly not a function of the
school. Again,.the need for continuity of training is apparent.

The influence of the family as compared with the quality of
schools has been documented by Mayeske et -al (1973) using Coleman study
data on Many khousandS of school childrn. They repc':t that for all
ethnic grouns combinecl, "...48 percent of achievement was associated
with Family Background, 21 percent with School Characteristics and 32
'percent with bo!,h" (o. 13).

Another kind of evidence is to be found in the studies of the
development of child competence. In P-reparinq the set of goals for

,the Houston Parent-Child Development,Center we reviewed the literature
on Parent-child relat'ionships and child r-omPetence. We looked at both.

predictive studlos where parentar behaviors eary in the child'S life
were related to the child's ,I,Iter performanr.e and at concurrent studies
of Parent behavier and child functioning. The 11terature on these-
matt'ars is now substantJal and to a surprising degree consistent. With-
out taking time to cite the sources of evidence:or to offer any com-
mentary on.the research methods., I can euicly summarize the princi-
p' findings: The recurrin them in 7i.ntraction

reEeareb is that compef7ence is uhanced when Parents:

1. Are warm or af fectionate.
2. Use nosi'-ivo re'nforeer.
3 Encourag the voTbalization.
4. Exert control 'hat ue'S reasoning and in hot _too.

rr.strictive.

_
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Al.t(:)(3eChei the evidence seems overwhelming for including the

parents in preschool educational 'efforts whenever possible.
In the late 1960's a few educational researchers realized the

importance of influencing the child's learning abilities through
the parents. These pioneers were Susan Gray, Dave Vieikart, Ira
Gordon, Merle Darnes, :Phyllis Levenstein, and Richard Dunham. They
began working with parents of disadvantaged children in ways that
deserve to be called innovative in that they, for the first time,
emphasized parent education in concrete,-realistic settings rather
than in more abstract group discussions with children tidily kept :

away. They have contributed enormously to the field in their devel-
opment of educational techniques, tests of such questions as how
TrIng programs need to he and at what age they are of most value,
and in their demonstration that parent education programs can achieve
long-lasting effects. These programs included evaluation, with con-
trol groups and follow-up studies. It must be said, however, that
with few exceptions.,the evaluation designs were_flawed to such an
extent that solid conclusions cannot be drawn. There was little use
of random assignment to groups, the numbers involved were often very
small, and the independent variable, the training itself, was tvpi-
cally not well described. Nevertheless, 'taking the results with
some reservations, we still find differences between the, lasting
effects of these parent-oriented programs and the child-oriented
Programs:that were active at the same time. The test scores of child-
ren whose parents were trained tend to rise and stay .ueo. at levels-. :-
that would .seem-to enhance the likelihodd of school success, instead
of decliningafter the special program ended.

The continuing need for early educational Programming and the
tentative success of the pioneer programs raises difficult oalicy
questions. Should public funds be spent on parent-education in an
attempt toupgrade the educational achievement oy young children?
Should vast programs, such aS Head Start, or even larger, beiribti- -

tuted? Should parent education be supported at the expense of other
approaches? These questions and others are being seriously considered
now at the national, state, and local levels of government. If ration-
al researchAoased decisiens are to be made, they'must be made on more
than demonstration projects or on programs -:hat have had inconclusive
evaluationa, Much sounder sources:of data are required and to attain
these, new more extensive approaches to program development are needed.

J\ strategy for developing effective parent education-programs was
deVised in 1969 by Mary Robinson, then a program officer for the
Office of Economic Opportunity. and now inethe same role with the Office
,of Child:Development. The success of the Parent-Child Development
Cenre:P. Programs is clearly a matter of her insight into the nature of
the problem, initiative in developing a program strategy, and persis-
tence in maintaining the necessary standards Of duality. .

The strateqi has five parts:
1) A number of developmentally oriented croups would be invited

to write proposals for the Parent-Child Development Centers. Origin-
ally there were to-be 10 centers,' but budget cuts quickly reduced the
number to three. There were certain general requirements foi- the con-

were to focus ron the lowincome family, on fami1i6s with
a child ender th'ree years of age, a:nd the progre,ms wore to be dompre-
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hensive7 that is, offering a variety of supportive services in the
medical and social welfare areas to to families in need.

2) Each group would be allowed four years to develop a model,
put it into practice, and evaluate the program's early effective-
ness. The models were to be-developed froM available research.evi-
dence on parent-child relationships And parent education. Each was
to have carefully stated goals and clear links between and program.
elements.

3) When these programs were developed and evaluated they would
be replicated in new sites. This phase would also call for a new
level of management and a Replication Management Organization was
included to oversee the entire replication procedure making sure'
that the essential foatilres of each model'were faithfully included
and implemented in the new sites.

4) _Another new eleMent is also required. That is the external
evaluation Of the programs, both original and replications. Scien-
tifive objectivity requires.that those who have developed programs
and are emotionally invested in their succeSs, not be required to
evaluate their effectiveness.,

5) Finally, the plan calls for an Overall assessment ofthe
results. If they appear solid, the .programs will be announced as
ready for wider dissemination.

This unique strategy of program development has been followed
-carefully and the programs are now in the replication phase. The
,three existing model centers in Birmingham, New Orleans, and Houston
have developed- programs and evaluated them. Curricalum-materials
have been prepared in-detail, staff have been trained, process
measurement procedures have been instituted to assure the continued
quality oE the programs, and guite importantly, significant numbers
of families have completed the programs.

The Replication Management Organization is the Banl, '9treet
College of Education.- New sites are active in Indianapolis, Detroit
and San Antonio and others will be selected this coming year.

The external evaluation Unit iS yet to get under way. So far,
evaluation designs have been drafted and Program evaluation is ex-
pected to change from internal to,external early next year.

It is now time to say more abbut the ra;ogramS themselves, begin-
ning first with the program _in -Irmincham.-

Birmingham
The :Eirmingham Program is entirely center-base_ with the mother

and child entering at child age 3 months. The Program is organized
arouni threP nurseries. Mothers remain with their'children in the,--
first two nurseries and leave them to work-with other mother's
children in the last nursery when- the children are 18 to 36 months
of age.

A very'important feature is that virtually all of the, teaching
is doria by mothers. They enter as 'oarticioant Mothers and continue
.in this observer-particiPaht role until their baby is 15 months old.
Then, there is a gradual transition with increasing responsibilities
end the moters assume the role of Model Mother T. This iS a paid
staff position and the- mothers are now teachers as well as learners.

in another ,3 months, at her request and on sitalff:- recommendation,
she may move to the-Model Mother TI=role with higher pay and more
teaching respOnsibilities.. Final7v,- a- few mothers Move ,into a still

t)



hig or position for the last few months F their participation in
the program. Two basic assumptions underlying this program are that
mothers learn best when they teach others and that the mother's social
relationshins aro as important as the child's.

New Orleans
The New Orleans program was deeiqnecI to compare two different

parent education approaches using essentially the same curricula.
Some mothers were visited in their homes by teachers while others
attended sessions at the center. All partiCipated from child age
months to 36 months.

As the early evaluation results have shown no apparent Jt-

iveness for the homp visiting program and it: has now been discontin-
ued, I will describe the rentnr )/_aogram only.

This model includes four elements:
1) Develooment Discussion. Information on child development
is communicated to mothers in a group discussion setting. Mothers
_are experiences and work through their unders!=.anding- of chfld

rearing processes.
2) Parent-ChildLaboratory. Actual practice in learning niaii-

agementgement skills is developed in.this mother-child group setting.

3) Home Resource Workshop. This discussion setting emphasizes ways
in which tho mother can develop the home as a learning environment.
It also stresses ways to earry learning from the Center to the home.
4) Parent Development. This is largely concerned'with the personal.
development of the parent herself and is made up of many different
element9.. These include home economics,classeS, child and maternal
health education, High School Equivalency Diploma work, a community
resource'workshOp, and social serviee'counseling as needed.

Hous_ton
r will describe the Houston program in somewhat greater detail

because it i,-., of course, the programT know best.
'The Houston model w4s:desiCined,' for urban Mexican-American fam-

-illes-and-resoonding_to_the_tamily valnes of this ethnic group meant

including certain'special features. For example, it was essential to
involve the fathers since about 90% of the families have a father pre-
sent and he is very much involved in the child's development. All
staff member's must be fluently bilingual. Also, in view of the
Mexican-American emphasis on.the role ot the mother as homemaker, the
program was designed to provide a home-based educational experience in
the first year with a change to a center-based program for,the second

year.
When the child is one year of age, an In-Home Educator; visits the

home weekly for 30 weeks. The focus is on,the developm6nt of the
motiler's skills in becoming an effective teacher of her child. The

mother, and Educator share their resources, with,the mother contributing
from her experienee and knowledge ways in which she can Promote the
child's development in language, motor coordination, social relations,
and self-esteem. Some toys ahd books are lent to the family; others
are given to them and some are made by the methf The Mother and
Educator find ways in which the child can experience the- joy of lear
ing.' Asthe child explores a toy or book, they focus upon such ques-
tions as: What is the child learning? What else could be learned
using this book_or toy? How can such concepts as big and little, up



and down be learned? How can the mother use other objects in
her home to teach the child such concepts? Thus the mother is
helped to generalize such teaching into the home situation.

=' During this first program year, the entire family is involved
periodically in family socials and workshops. Each family is invited
to at least four family workshops, held at the Center for a full day
on a weekend. The goal is to build the strengths of the-family.
Discussions and activities explore family communication, decision-
making; problem-solving, and role relationships.

During the second program year, when the child is twov mother
and child attend the Center four mornings each week. The children
are involved,in nursery school activitiesdesigned to promote their
general development. Tutorial interactions di'epart of 'each daily
session.

The mothers curriculum is divided between work with their
children and adult sessions. Half of the adult sessions center on
home management activities such as health, nutrition, consumer purch-
aSing, and sewing.

The other adult sessions are devoted to child development. The
mothers discuss such topics as discipline, children's self-Concept,
and the promotion of children's learning. Mothers become aware of
the effects they have upon the child's present and future development.
In small group discussions, the mothers share from their experiences
With the Child Development Educator facilitating discussion and occa-
sionally supplying information-from research and practice..

One educational procedure used is microteaching. In this, each
mother and child pair is videotaped using toys, and books'. The mother
helps the child explore and learn. She views the tape first, and
then, with her permision it is shown to the other mothers. Discussion
centers. upon the.positive things the mother dogs to help her child
learn and to enjoy learning.

Evening sessions are held twice,monthly with fathers and mothers
attending together. Parent selected topics range from Consumer buy-
ing and program purposes and practiees to resources they can use in
the -community. Emphasis is also placed upon c6mmunication with the
public schools so that the sehools can better meet their children's
needs.

Bilingual language activities are important as all of the par-
ents speak Spanish, but manV do not yet speak English. The:language
'training approach for the children differs from that-taen with the
parents. For children, the emphasis is on developing competence in
one, language, whichever is preferreCby the parents. Second language
training is made available to the mothers in classes and embedded in'
the home manageMent curriculum. Thus, the goal has not .been to
impose English, but rather that eommunication skill be developed in
both Spanish and English.

Evaluation Methods

Certain features .of, the three PCDC's Program evaluation were
:similar even though they did not all use the same testing -and intet-
viewing procedures. The comm6ii elements are:

.1) Random assignment to experimental or control groups.
2) Analysis of the results of-randomization and . attention to

4,
differential attrition of subjects. ,

. 7
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BmsuIte

Taking the child result: first, at program's end at child age
three, the three PCDC's have found significant intellectual differ-
ences. All three centers have used the Stanford-Binet and have
found differences favoring the experimental subjects. The numbers
involved run to about 90-100 expertmentals and comparable numbers
of controls in each center. New Orleans and Houston have,alSo used
Palmer's Concept Familiarity Index and have obtained signMcant
group differences. On a variety of tests, program children have
been ahead of controls in general intelligence, language and con-
ceptual usa4.e..

T the -mos impressive evalution results have been obtained with
the mothers, especially the videotaped records of mother:-child inter-
action io free play and structured task sessions. Each of the Cen-
ters used this procedure in a roughly similar way/ but each adopted
somewhat different rating or coding procedures and obtained differ-
ent measures of mother and child behavior. .Each Center selected
its measures to fit its prmcalm goals.

The first summary statement that can be made is that mother
behavior met desired goals in. all three centers.

For Birmingham, program mothers asked more questions of their
children, looked at themAas opposed to looking around the room) and
did more noncontrolling talking than did -control mothers,

In a compapble situation, New Orleans experimental mothers
obtained higher scores on an index of'good mothering" which was
made up of scales Ineasuring ,acceptance, sensitivity, cooperation,
use of positive language, and use of'positive techniques. Not only
were program mothers much higher on this index at program's end, bu.t
the annual measurement procedure. showed a steadily'increasing differ-
ence between the ,two groups over time.

The Houston program mothers, compared with controls, in a group
by time analysis, were more affectionate, used praise more, used

more nenrestrictive-control,,reasened more and ware more_encouraging
of the child's verbalization.

Houston program mothers also obtained higher scores-on Caldwell's
observational and interview measure of the,home a- a learning eovizoo-

' meot.
0 Some follow-up resuis are available for children at ages 4 and

5. The sample sizes-are quite small arvfl, tfank itis tGo:soon to
draw any Gonclusions, but it does appear that...there'has been. no
decline 'irLfunctioning,of. the children as measured by%the various

intelligence tests used.
There,are other results,but time does not permit description of

them. Suffice it to say that in ,nearly every instance the program,

mothers andi children hav&differed from controls in exPected Ways.
At this point, following conventitinal practice of the:past decade;

these progrms would be regar ed-as readv-for wider dissemination:

:1 8

Careful attention tO the child's comfort in assesSmont
situations.
Measures of change in mothers as well as in children.
An emphasis on behavioral ux contrasted with verbal-
attitudinal measures, although both typos of measures
were used.
Relatively large numbers oF subjects.

7
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pro_ ram goals have been met, reliable differences have been obtained
between program families and randomly assigned controls and program
materials;have been prepared. But, actually, this demonstration
marks onlY the end of the first phase. A critical test yet remains,-
that of determining Whether programs can actually be replicated' and
whothericomparable results will be obtained. This test is now in
,prOcess, but the answer is yet several years away.

The cost of the PCDC strategy is great in terms of time and
money, but the effort is essential for adequate parent oduCation pro-
gram development. Thete are many questions yet remaining about the
efficacy of of parent education as a primary prevention ptocedure
and they too Will be answered only with careful prograM development
and evaluation..
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